Global terrorist networks are dependent on receiving financial support from a variety of sources, including individuals, charities and corporations. Also known as terrorist financing, the potential of terrorism finance to resemble a global threat has been recognised and also its closeness to other international crimes such as money laundering and organized crime. 
This article reflects on the idea of US anti terrorism litigation and how it could be used against corporate aiders and abettors of international terrorism. It further reflects on the sources, rationale, potential and shortcomings of US anti-terrorism litigation.
Recommendations are made on how US styled anti-terrorism litigation could be used more effectively. The article shows how the notion of corporate human rights responsibility, which became recognised in the USA in the context of the so called "historical justice claims litigation", 2 developed and how it is applied in the context of terrorism litigation against corporate aiders and abettors of terrorism. It further explores the desirability and feasibility of subjecting these non state actors to transnational human rights litigation. It investigates, reflects and expands upon the following: the scope and nature of US Terrorism Litigation as established under the US Alien Torts Statute (ATS, also referred to as the ATCA), the Torture Victim Protection Act (TVPA), the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) and the Anti Terrorism Act (ATA). This overview is followed by a brief reflection on the potential role of US lawsuits against aiders and abettors of terrorist activities against selected countries such as Israel and the USA. It concludes with a discussion of some notable limitations and challenges to the effective use of US civil litigation as an antiterrorism deterrent.
The Nature and Rationale of US Terrorism Litigation
Terrorism as a threat to our (Western) way of life and our personal security was highlighted by the '9/11' terror attacks against the USA, as well as the London '7/7' attacks. Such acts of terrorism are, however, neither new nor unique: the Northern Irish 'Troubles' from 1963 to 1985, the well publicized Palestinian terror attacks of the 1970ies (executed mostly by PLO and PLFP cadres) and Libyan sponsored terror acts in the 1980ies are just some examples.
But it had to take al-Qaeda's "9/11" 3 to galvanize the world's focus and attention more. 4 The right of a sovereign State to resort to counterterrorism measures, deemed necessary to counter terrorist threats derives directly from its duty to protect the life of its citizens and its sovereignty from such threats. 5 The use of kinetic/lethal 6 means (in addition to criminal justice responses) can sometimes successfully be applied for disrupting terrorist structures and capabilities (albeit often causing controversy, as the killing of Osama Bin Laden in 2011 has shown). Yet, such lethal measures are often criticised for being non -compatible with international and regional human rights law (as established under the UN Charter, its treatybased procedures as well as regional human rights instruments). The present debate in the UK about the treatment of Abu Qatada, who despite constituting a potential security risk to the UK, cannot be deported to Jordan to stand trial for terrorism charges, highlights the dilemma when Human Rights are used to counter anti terrorism measures. 9 The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) stopped his extradition to Jordan on the grounds that he may face an unfair trial there with the possibility of evidence being used which had been obtained by torture. 20 Ibid. The draft articles of the ILC on responsibility of states for internationally wrongful acts do not recognise 'any distinction between State "crimes" and "delict"'. 
Corporate Human Rights Responsibility as a Legal Precursor to Corporate Civil Litigation
In the context of discussing civil litigation against international terrorism it is important to expand on the evolving notion of corporate responsibility for Human Rights violations as a legal precursor to such litigation. In a "general" human rights torts ATS litigation against the corporate defendant, it has to be established that the alleged tort action falls under the "non-state actor" exception under the Kadic v Karadzic 59 rule, whereas the MNC has committed the law of nations violation directly, thus overriding the state action requirement. In the case of liability based on the MNC's complicity in acts committed by a foreign sovereign government, the plaintiff has to prove that the violation was caused by the MNC's exercise of some form of control over the acting government's officials or agents. 60 Corporate action of "aiding and abetting" of the host state's organs in the commission of the alleged human rights violations by financing and supporting such violations knowingly is sufficient for the purpose of such litigation. 61 This "control" requirement does not require the existence of actions falling under the strict "overall control"-and "effective control" test requirements under international law. 62 The case of Kiobel 63 before the US Supreme Court threatens to limit severely the applicability of US judicial fora for acts of corporate complicity/ collusion in the commission of international crimes and human rights violations. This prospect resonates with US Chief
Prosecutor's Jackson statement before the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, whereas "Crimes against international law are committed by men, not by abstract entities, and only by punishing individuals who commit such crimes can the provisions of international law be enforced." 64 Whether this will lead to a future exclusion of such lawsuits against corporate aiders who does not commit the crime/ tort itself will have to been seen. It would also affect the efficiency of any future US Anti Terrorism Litigation. The ATS was enacted in 1789 as part of "alien law" 70 and confers subject matter jurisdiction on an US federal court when: (1) an alien plaintiff sues, (2) for tort only (3) based on an act that was committed in violation of either the law of nations 71 or a treaty of the US. 72 The law In order to combat international terrorism effectively in the long term it is necessary to multiply the existing ways of anti terrorism strategies and means available and to opt for a holistic approach. One universal, multi-stakeholder and multi-modal response catalogue will have to combine elements of "hard" military security responses (including kinetic options) with the "sword approach" of international criminal prosecution and even civil anti terrorism litigation. The strong potential of an US -styled (and even based) corporate anti terrorism and human rights litigation should not be ignored -the challenge will be to maintain the momentum of such litigation, to discuss its possible value for an international concept of civil responsibility for human rights violations and related international torts and to develop it further. The drafting and introduction of a future draft convention for the adjudication of corporate complicity in international crimes such as terrorism and other hybrid threats would be beneficial 108 and close the present accountability gap, the "legal black hole" of corporate responsibility for these international crimes, delicts respectively.
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